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“ For always iù thine eyes, U Liberty! 
Shines that high light whereby the world is saved; 
Ard though thou slay us, we will trust in thee.” 


JOHN Hay. 

On Picket Duty. 

“Fair Play,” after a suspension of several months, 

comes to this office from its new quarters in Sioux 

City. Iowa, in a new and very much improved form. 

Hereafter it will be published monthly. I feared it 

had disappeared forever, and I am delighted at its 

revival. It is one of the few journals that are con- 

sistently Anarchistic, and therefore deserves a much 
heartier suppovi than it is likely ever to obtain. 





The willingness of nost Trades Unionists and their 
organs to codperate with the forces of superstition for 
the compulsory observance of Sunday, in order to se- 
eure more leisure for the workers of certain trades, 
affords an illustration of what individual freedom will 
be under State Socialism. It is »leasant to be able to 
note an exception in the case of the Pittsburg “Com- 
moner and Glass Worker,” which takes strong ground 
against all Sunday legislation. 


I am in receipt of a prospectus from Edward Bel- 
lamy announcing that he is to start in Boston a weekly 
Nationalistic organ to: be called.“ ‘The New Nation.” 
I predict a considerable success for it during one, two, 
or three years, after which it will flatten out of sight. 
A friend of mine, who allows it two years of prosperity, 


all that they have to say, and another year for the | being well done is obtained. . . . 


subscribers to find out that they have finished saying | the issue are to be judged by those who take its risks 


it.” 
The “Religio-Philosophical Journal” of Chicago has 
the reputation of being the most illiberal of the Spirit- 


“ualistic journals, but, judging from a recent experience 


of mine, it compares very favorably in this respect 
with the “Banner of Light.” I offered a paid adver- 
tisoment of Tolstoi’s “Fruits of Culture” to both 
papers. The advertisement: sa-d simply this: “Every 
Spiritualist will want to read what Count Tolstoi has 
to say about Spiritualism in his new book, ‘The Fruits 
of Culture’ " The “Religio-Philosophical Journal” 
printed it, but the “Banner of Light” rejected it. 


Evidently the proprietors of the “Banner” are afraid i 


io have their readers become familiar with the anti- 
Spiritualistic view. 

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court has used the fol- 
lowing expreszion in a recent decision: “The United 
States has the paramount right to declare what gouds 


are merchantable and what regulations of their sales | 


ave reasonable.” Calling attention to this, the Gal- 
veston “News” remarks: “If this means that the 
United States has the right to declare «uy article not 
merchantable it cuts a wide swath:. Of course, if the 
courts sustain Congress and Comress exercises a cer- 
tain power, ‘here is no remedy. People may feel sure 
that no such scope of authority was intended, but 
what does private opinion signify?” The pessimisin 
of the “News” arouses sympathy; but it is not true 
that private opinion signifies nothing. In discussing 
social changes and movements, the “historical faculty” 
contributes powerfully to a right appreciation of 
events and factors. Social progress is nota myth, and 
private human beings are not mere puppets. Let 
“privele opinion” be duly directed, sad courts and 
governments and officials will all be t ken care of. 





BOSTON, MASS., SATURDAY, JANUARY 24, 1881. 





A certain, or rather, an uncertain E. Evans contri- 
butes to the Washington “National View” some 
selected evigrams from the writings of Frances E. 
Willard, at the end of which he says: “ But the bur- 
den of her message and the climax of her thought is 
most beautifully portrayed in the closing verses of her 
wonderful and pathetic poem entitled ‘What We 
Want.’” The lines are then quoted, and on examina- 
tion prove to be identical with the last four verses of 
the poem “For the People,” written many years ago 
for the New York “Independent” by James Jeffrey 
Roche, John Boyle O’Reilly’s successor as editor of 
the “Pilot.” Liberty reprinted the whcle poem at the 
time. You see now, Mr. Yarros, how wrong you were 
recently in claiming that two persons cannot write the 
same quatrain. Here not only four lines, but sixteen, 
are composed absolutely word for word by two poets 
separately. For you will not tell me that, if Miss 
Willard claims this poem, she lies. You certainly do 
not wish to fall with me under the condemnation of 
Mr. Pentecest as lacking in chivalry. 


Here is what the New York “Times” editorially 
said in welcome of Atkinson’s recent financial pro- 
posal: “The principle that we regard as of the high- 
est value in this proposed system is the combined 
independence and responsibility of the banks as the 
agencies of the business community for conducting 
credit exchanges. In other words, the task is left to 


i those most deeply interested in performing it, and the 
when asked why he selected that period, answered : | 


“Tt probably will take one year for the editors to say | 





, affect. 


consequences of its right or wrong performance falling 
directly upon tkam, the best possible security for its 
The advar‘tages of 


and must meet them. The community using the is- 
sues from day to day could hardly have a firmer, 
sounder, mere immediate, and constant assurance 
that, on the one hand, the issues shall be sufficie at, 
and on the other, that they shall not be excessive. 
That mistakes would be mace, and even that abuses 
would occur, is only to say that men who become 
bankers do not lose their human nature when they 
enter on their occupation. 
of one association directly threaten the interests of the 


i rest, and become immediately apparent to the rest, 


an. by the very operation of the selfishness which, un- 
restrained, produces them in a limited circle, they are 


checked and corrected in the wider circles that they | 
werk © : - H 
With this concentration of power in the hands | 


ot tuose who are, as a body, most deeply concerned in 


its proper exercise, there must disappear that gravest | 


of all business evils, reliance upon Government help. 
A situation at once absurd and mischievous is put in 
the way of abolitiin. The regulation of the credit 
currency, which is now within the cortrol of some four 
hundred men, not a half dozen of whom are selected 
for any fitness to deal with such a problem, and who 
have not tne slightest direct responsibility for their 


But the mistakes or abuses | 


(GHTER BAT THE MOTHER OF ORD ER Hu 
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ing, — that is, if its enthusiasm is honest and its jn- 
telligence equal to the task of appreciating the 
superiority of mutual banking. Meanwhile, as an 
earnest of future usefulness, the “limes” ought to 
come out squarely in favor of free banking. Now 
that it has committed itsei! to ihe position that govern- 
ment inte-ference with finance is mischievous, it can- 
not cons:s.cntly defeud the ten per cent. tax and the 
other legal obstacics in the path of financial improve- 
ment, 

When a man begins to talk low y about “financial 
fallacies,” you may bet a hundred to one that he is 
about to utter one himself. For this reason, when I 
lately saw those words at the beginning of an editorial 
in the “Voice,” I was prepared to find the following 
further down the column: “The demand of the 
Farmers’ Alliance that the Government lend money at 


two per cent. interest on non-perishable farm products 
and real estate fails to stand cross-examination. 
Where is the Government to get money to lend? It 
must get it from its people, or else turn the printing 
presses to work and lend mere printed paper which re- 
presents nothing.” Represents nothing! Why, by 
the hypothesis it represents either non-perishable farm 
products or real estate. But, continues the editor, “if 
the Government is to do that at the mere cost of run- 
ning the presses, why should it stop with its loans at 
any one class? The publishers of the ‘Voice’ have a 
large number of non-perishable books on hand; why 
should they not receive loans on them at two per 
cent.?” Sure enough; adinitting the premise, why 
not? “Why should not the printing presses keep at 
work until every man who has anything non-perishable 
gets a loan on it at two per cent.?” Again I see no 
objection, except that such a rate of interest is need- 
lessly high. “And why stop even there? Why stop 

the presses at all until every man in the nation has 
| without interest all the money he can find room for, 
and then we can all quit work and live on our in- 
come!” Here a halt must be called. This last leap 
doesn’t satisfy the conditious. The presses must stop 
on reaching the men without security to offer, because 
paper issued to them would in fact “represent nothing.” 
| With the function performed by collateral the editor 
| of the “Voice” is evidently unfamiliar. He probably 
cannot see why a pawnbroker may not as safely lend 
| money to a man without an overcoat as to one who 
has an overcoat and is willing to “hang it up.” I 
i know no financial fallacy more absurd than that. The 
editor gives evidence also that he would not be a 
| greater success as a practical than as a theoretical 
: financier. Think of offering Funk & Wagnalls’ books 
' as non-perishable security for a loan | Why, if I were 
a banker, and Messrs. Funk & Wagnalls were to ask 
! me to advance them on their books more than seventy- 
five per cent. of the value of the white paper to the 
junk-dealer, I would say to them: “Gentlemen, I 














acts, who do not and cannot be made to suffer con- | cherish a fond hope that in a not distant future there 


sciously for any error, and who are open to all sorts of 
temptation to do wrong, is placed in the power of men 
wio have the deepest interest in right action and who 
must suffer directly for any wrongdoing. That would 
seem to be a policy of common sense. It would, how- 
ever, be a revolution as great as it would be beneficent.” 
If Atkinson’s incomplete and timid ard faulty mea- 
sure has called forth such entlusiasmm, what may we 
not expect from the “Times.” when it hears of the 
complete, safe, secure, and simple plan of mutual bank- 


will be no further demand for Rev. Mr. Fernald’s 
‘Economics of Prohibition,’ or Rev. T. DeWitt Tal- 
mage’s ‘ Pathway of Life,’ or Bishop Vincent’s ‘Studies 
in Young Life,’ or Rev. Wilbur F. Crafts’ ‘Reading 
the Bible with Relish,’ or even: General: Booth’s < In 
Darkest England’; and, lest this hope may speedily 
be realized, I must decline tc consider these works as 
non-perishable products fit to serve as security for a 
loan. I fear that paper issued against these would 
soon ‘represent nothing.’ ” . 


Proudhon, the Father of Anarchism. 
HIS PERSONALITY AND His PHILOSOPHY. 
[Miom Pr. S. Englinder’s © Abolition of the State.’'*] 


The true human individual finds no place in the State, he 


ean eall na place in it his home, and feels himself as in the | 


nursery, ruled by the fears of bogies and the rod. State 
apparatus is antiquated; mankind will no longer be 
governed, and will pay no more government taxes. The 
fearfully tragic side of the State has been long since symbol- 
ized in the antique tragedies. Shakspere represented the 
madness of royalty and the disintegration of the State; and 
in the classieal masterpiece of Hebbel, * Herodes and Mari- 
anne,” the convradiction ottaching toa kingdom as such, and 
how thereby every royal person, even the noblest, is morally 
annihilated, is artistically delineated. 

But every kingdom is royal, and every State a kingdom. 
The form of State is strong, iron, oppressive; it kills the in- 
dividual, and is incompatible with liberty. Every one of us 
digs himself oat; we are all under the heap. 
been for us as has been the mother’s body for the embryo; 
now mankind frees itself from it. Only dy an aberration of 
reason will government be retained. 

To Proudhon belongs the merit ef having pointed out to us 
the way to abolish the State and to organize Anarchy, The 
first words he spoke to society sounded from a small pro- 
vincial town, and penetrated te the Sorbonne at Paris. They 
were these, “ Property is robbery.” With this bitter warn- 
ing he began his public life. It was to Blanqui senior, the 
Professor of Economi: Science, who from his pulpit in Paris 
defended modern society, that he spoke these enigmatical 
and often misinterpreted words. 

Prior to this work on property he had published a pam- 
phlet on the celebration of the Sabbath. In this, however, 
he did not thunder forth in his later and more violent style, 
but ever and anon be wonld throw aside his theological cloak 
which he were to compete for the prize offered by the Aca- 
demy of Besançon, and we see his naked form. Once, as if 
he were softly talking to himself, while speaking of quite 
other subjects, this sentence escaped him: “Property has 
not yet had its martyrs; it is the last of the false gods.” 
These words are hidden amidst reflections on Moses and the 
celebration of the Sabbath. They stand there as a wolf in 
the sheepfold. 

When Proudhon came to Paris he was so poor that he per- 
formed the entire journey from Besangon on foot, not having 
money enough to pay for a seat even in the poorest convey- 
ance; he brought nothing with him but a definition. He 
had invented a definition of property analyzing the founda- 
tion of society, And in this formula he pointed out the 
entire change which property had undergone since the com- 


mencement of commercial intercourse and credit; and by so | 


doing he at the same time so clearly showed the one great 
change society had undergone, and also discovered, as it 
were, the pin around which the thread of the future must be 
wound, With this definition he so sharpened the social 
thought of the age that with it he could not but inflict 
wounds. 

So harshly, iu so concentrated a manner, did he express his 
definition of property that he irritated and gave occasion to 
many misunderstandings. He, the great opponent of Com- 
munism, laid himself open, by his definition of * property is 
robbery,” to the charge of being a Communist. And yet 
Proudhon had never attacked property, so far as it was the 
product of toil, invention, or labor; but he showed that it 
only possessed value so far as it entered into the circle of ex- 
change. Iii his definition, however, he had in view only the 
feudal form of property, an object which, without any exer- 
tion of its owner, brings to that owner interest or reot. In 
this detinition he found the spell which must open the door 
to the social revolution; in this definition the great plot of 
ancient society was laid bare. It was the declaration of 
war which the advancing February revolution sent on be- 
fore it. It was the eye of Socialism, the justification of re- 
form, the first word of the coming age, the first Republican 
thought. 

Proudbon knew, too, what point he gave to the coming 
revolution by his declaration. He said: ‘The definition of 
property is mine, and it is my whole ambition to prove that 
I have understood its meaning and scope. Property is rob- 
bery. A thousand years hence such a word will never be 
spoken twice. I have no other estate on earth but this defi- 
nition of property, but to my thinking it is more valuable 
than the millions of Rothschild, and I venture to say that it 
will be the most important event in the reign of Louis 

< Philippe.” 

This pride in the new formula proves that in it the Revo- 
lution already raised its ead, and the monopoly of capital 
as well as the principle of government was disintegrated. 

He called property robbery, because in its present form 
the idea of rec: ty is wanting; and he could, although 
he was the gr “epenent of Communism, yet speak of 
an abolition o, ©  . because he deprived it of its sting, 
and only allowea » oxist without it, just as a man no 
longer exists as 2 n.an when deprived of his manhood. 

Proudhon’s abolition of property was only a progressive 


* Continued from No. 175. 


The State has | 








abolition of interest on capital, without expropriation or the - 
Wf under the word property | 
‘the right of enjoying the full benetit of one’s own labor is ! 
understood, he only abolishes false to reinstate true property. | 
Usury is eqnaily only naked property, capitai unveiled, the | 
All property is usurious, there is | 
no property in circulation but has a usurious advantage. | 
Every proprietor is a usurer, aye, even against his will; and | 
| and once more stood solitary, did he feel his pulse throb 


slightest Communistic tendency. 


torch held up to suriety. 


this usury of property Proudhon called a robbery. 
y Of property 3 


In his detinition of property lay his whole eziticism of so- | 


ciety, which at one and the same moment inflicts a wound 
and keals it. Proudhon’s criticism of society served to allot 
to property its place in the economie series, beyond which it 
is incomprehensible. In his two first works on property he 
criticised the conception of it by antithesis and sought to 
attack its present feudal form by the contradictions which, 
he pointed out, lay in its very nature. 

But it was only first in his chef @wuvre, * The Philosophy 
of Misery,” that he entered npon the path which could lead 
to æ synthetic solution. He sought out the analogous and 
adequate phenomena under which property was range, in 


1 . e . : 4 . 
, order to investigate its nature and its economical relations. 


Apart from these relations, property appeared, vy the logical 
constructions in which Proudhon placed it, as a separate 
fact, a solitary idea, and therefore incomprehensible and 
unproductive. But if property assumes its true form and 
be treated within its own range as a harmonious whole, it 
loses its negative specialities. 

To arrive at this comprehension of property, to the idea of 


rule the positive formula of the series. 

By this logical process Proudhon so transforms property 
that it becomes a real, positive, and social idea, a property 
which abolishes former property, and is beneficial to all. 
The whole problem is thus critically treated by him without 
any sentimentality ; he reduces a)l Socialista to a calculation, 
and by this formal act, which we will more spesially con- 
sider, arrives at the transformation of society. Capital, 
says Proudhon, has subdued property, and labor must subdue 
capital. 

This battle with capital pervades all the writings of Prou- 
dhon. He encompasses it, h undermines it, he strangles it 
with its own hands. He is the deadly foe of capita], because 
property is never more hurtful to labor than when it appears 
in the form of capital. Capital has of itself a creative 
power; it works quite independently of the capitalist while 
he sleeps. It is intinuential even when inactive; aye, its in- 
fluence even continues when it is hidden away and buried. 

Capital is labor grown into a parvenu; and, as an upstart 
is hardest upor his former companions, so capital, whieh re- 
presents concentrated labor, is most severe upon labor. It 


in every phase it hangs on it like a consuming sickness. 

Capital is of a cannibal nature. The capitalist may be the 
noblest philanthropist, but under tke present economie ar- 
rangements of society he has no free-will in reference to his 
capital. The action of capital upon labor resembles that of 
the butcher who fattens the lamb he destines for slaughter. 
The support capital bestows upon labor is the more per- 
nicious inasmuch as apparently it is beneficial. On the one 
hand, the iniluence of capital upon labor is as creative and 
invigorating as light upon plants. Everything that is great 
and beautiful in labor emanates from capital. Yet, on the 
other hand, it acts as fire upon wood. 

Socialism is not hostile to capital, — in it it sees the bless- 
ing of labor; but it fights against inte.-est on capital, which 
robs labo: of all the salutary effects it derives from it. The 
productivity of capital is to annihilate. The rebellion of 
Socialism against capital! consists only in this tendency, and 
this was strongly prominent in Proudhon. 

To abolish interest on capital, to place the workman in 
such a position that he may always be able unhindered to 
find the means of production, to make work dependent only 
on itself, to establish facility of interchange of products, and 
gratuitous and mutual credit, were the Socialist ideas which 
led Proudhon to a ‘‘ People’s Bank.” The “ People’s Bank,” 
had it been realized, would have been the retort for the dis- 
tillation of society. It was not to be a means of organization, 
but of destruction. While other Socialists sought in vain to 
organize labor, Proudhon in the ‘ Banque du Peuple” found 
the means to free it from its chains. 

Proudhon is free. In the development and comprehension 
of his liberty consists the presentation and conception of his 
revolutionary character. He is a free man, and possosses all 
the sublimity, grandeur, pride, and egotism which accompany 
independence and solitude. Never did he ally himself to a 
party; he knew no other guide but the internal instinct he 
possessed to further his own development. For him there 
were no other laws but those of his own nature. His love of 
liberty was so boundless that it verged on obstinacy. It 
irked him to have a companion, since a companion might 
acquire an influence over him. So often, therefore, as any 
one pursued the same path as he, he tore himself roughly 
away, and preferred to seek his goal by a circuitous route. 
Even the propaganda of his ideas received thus a peculiar 
character. , 

“I will neither be ruled nor rule,” he once said. This 
egotism went so far that he did not even trouble himself 


E a 








abont his disciples or his public, All his works are mono- 
logues. This even had great intluence on his political writ- 
ings. 

At the moment of the seientitie contest he felt himself, as 
it were, fastened to his antagonist, and this made his refuta- 
tions so hasty, so coarse, even at times so venomous. He 
ended every controversy by tearing himself away from his 
antagonist. Only when he had broken off the controversy, 


freely, powerfully, and full of life. His feelings then were 
as one who had loosed himself from a corpse to which he had 
been chained. 

Most remarkable in this respect was his controversial inter- 
change of letters with the only economist whe waged an 
honorable war with his: — Bastiat. We see in their cor- 
respondence how wearisome was the vicinity of Bastiat to 
Proudhon. Every letter is concluded with an expressed 
hope that it may be the last, and the foilowing one is visibly 
commenced with an efort, Suddenly he tears himself away 
from Bastiat, and all at once concludes the contest; and his 
last words are, ‘‘M. Bastiat, you are a dead man! ”’ 

Proudhon was so impetuous a defender of liberty that he 
was horrified at everything which restrains the liberty of the 
individual, even for his own benefit. He would have no me- 
chanical, but an organic bond of society. He would have 
man amid the turmoil of life preserve his solitariness, the 
source of all great things; and he knew no more beautiful 
pieture than the skiff which, guided by a single man, is 


| tossed about upon the seething ocean. 
social order, he first lays down the series of contradictions of | 
which property forms a part, and then gives as a general ; 


Even labor was with him synonymous with individual lib- 
erty. ‘ When you speak of organized labor,” he said in one 


| of his pamphlets, “ it is exactly as if you undertook to gouge 


out the eyes of liberty.” 

He wovld have had liberty for himself, for his antagonists, 
for the world. He fought the battle with bitterness, but he 
turned away shudderingly from the weapon of reaction. Had 
in his time the Jesuits and Ultramontanes failen, he would 
have initiated no reaction against them. Refutation alone, 
nor suppression, appeared to him human; and he alone was 
in his view revolutionary who held uubounded liberty as the 
principle of revolution. : 

Thus it was that he showed himself most sublime when the 
Procureur-General proposed his arrest on account of an arti- 
cle he had written. A motion for permission to prosecuic 
him was broughi into the National Assembly, and he then 
spoke, concluding with these words: “Citizens! I await the 
decision of the Assembly without the least disquietude, since 
I am one of those who may be refuted but not punished! ” 

Everything that Proudhon proposed in reference to the 
mutual relations of mankind emanated from this ardent 
adoration of liberty. He would have had each man do as 


! much service for his fello.v-man as his fellow-man did for 
not only devours the fruit of labor, but it anticipates it, and 


him — not more, not less. It is from this love of liberty that 
his writings were pervaded by such a hatred of privileges. 
His thirst for liberty caused him to rebel against all and 
everything, even against himself. It is on this account that 
his ‘Confessions of a Revolutionist’’ is one of the most re- 
markable books we possess. Never were such brave words 
spoken by a prisoner. We stand before the bars of his cell 
and listen to nis words, and we envy him his liberty. He is 
in the power of the Government, and calmly proves that it 
has poison in its veins and must fall. In his narrow cell he 
annihilates the idea of government and the rent of capital — 
all thv bases of ancient society. He crumbles up the world to 
nothing, stands triumphantly on the universai ruin, breaks 
out into an ironical song of praise, and mocks at himself and 
everything else. 

After he has thus, as it were, subterraneously undermined 
and blown everything into the air, suddenly he comes forth 
into the clear cheerful daylight of irony; but the irony 
never spares its own work, and mocks at all existing 
things. 

Having annihilated governmentalism and capital, he 
praises irony as the only true liberty. In his solitude he 
concludes with sublime laughter which is understood by 
few. 

To be continued. 


The World ts Bankrupt. 


{Boston Transcript.) 


“ All the world is bankrupt, I tell you, except Rothschild, 
the Bank of England, and — me,” said a financier yesterday 
afternoon, as the conversation ran upon the embarrassment 
ef Baring Brothers. ‘‘ Where is the government, the bank, 
or the man that has enough money to pay his or its debts? 
Certainly, take them all together, they haven’t enough to 
pay all their debts. Yes, the world is bankrupt.” 

But presently he went on: 

“ However, bankruptcy is the nominal condition cf com- 
merce. Solvency is only a sort of commercial truce, and 
panic is merely the resumption of hostilities. The interest: 
ing thing about the situation in London is that there seems | 
to be a new kind of general consent to the continuance of the 
truce at all costs. The generals of the financial war, for 
once, are able to restrain their subordinates, the privates, 
from fiying at one another's throata. It is well. There will _ 
be no panic. The period of universal liquidation is post. 
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_ the true cost value. But how will commerce live at all, then, 





poned by several years. [tell you—and I have something | 
of a reputation as a prophet— the next great panie will be 
the most terrifie that the world has ever seen. [should not 
wonder if it would be postponed for more than ten years. But 
when it comes it will look, sure enough, as if all the world 
were bankrupt. 

‘As the result of it, those who live well into the second 
decade of the tweutietl century will see commerce and in- i 
dustry beginning over again on a new basis, Everything 
then will be sold for its actual value; yes, not a cent more 
will any merchant or manufacturer obtain for his wares than 





you ask, without profits as an incentive to dealers? Let me 
answer the question by asking another: What is commeres | 
but an exchange of commodities? And if T can exchangs 
my superfluous products, at the cost value to me, for the 
products of another which I want more than I want mine, at 
their cost value to him, have I not all the incentive that I 
need? And what is the reason that commerce might not be 
earried on, on a large seale, without the cumbersome actual 
bartering of goods, but still upon the basis of cost, by the aid 
of a medinm of exchange that is simply an agreed representa- 
tive of this same actual cost value of products ~ each man, 
as it were, putting his products into the bank, of which 
everybody is a member, anl taking out of it the currency 
which is its value, and getting what he needs with it? This 
would practically turn the whole community into a mutual 
bank; with no chance, however, fer loss of confidence, 
panies, and liquidation, because nothing whatever would 
then be based upon confidence, and there would be nothing 
to liquidate. All our panics are the result of fictitious val- 
ues; and as long as we have fictitious values, with a certain 
number of peuple getting them and a great many more peo- 
ple paying them, just so surely shall we store up for ourselves 
periodical conditions of general bankruptcy, followed by 
painful and costly liquidation.” 


Powderly Manfully Rebuked. 


[Pittsburg Commoner and Glass Worker.) 


The “Journal of the Knights of Labor,’ in commenting 
on an editorial published in these columns some time ago on 
the Sunday question, says that we are going too fast. Last 
week it quoted us as follows: 

Why can’t Pittsburg workingmen pass resolutions declar- 
ing it to be a man ’s natural right to do as he sees fit on Sun- 


day, and why. can’t workingmen all over the country do the 
same? 


It then proceeds to say : 


We have no sympathy with the fanatical Sab! Jatarian spirit 
which forbids recreation on Sunday, but at.the same time we 
fear that workingmen sometimes, in their indignation at ab- 
surd and tyrannical restrictions, commit themselves to po- 
sitions whieh, if generally adopted, might bring about a still 
worse state of subjection. The “‘Commoner’s” notion, for 
instance, that it is “man’s natural right” to do as he pleases 
on Sunday logically implies the right of the employer to run 
his store or manufactory seven days of the week, and to make 
willingness to work on Sunday a condition of employment. 
This is dangerous ground to take. Sunday laws may be a 
little irksome in some cases, but at all events they do secure 
to the worker one day’s rest in seven. If this safeguard 
were abandoned, expitalistic greed wouid soon make every 
day in the week a working day. 

The ‘“*Commoner's’ notion” is just as the “Journal” 
puts it. We don’t see by what acrobatic process of reason- 
ing any one can conclude that a man has a right to fish, play į 
ball, ate., and at the same time has no right to work on Sun. | 
day. We are not running away from any question because 
it is tending on dangerous ground, The more daugerous the 
ground, the more reason for facing the issue. Werkingmen 
or others will never gain anything by shutting their eyes to 
facts. Such a course resembles too much the silly ostrich. 

To say that it is wrong to pass laws prohibiting recreation 
on Sunday and, at the same time, to imply that it is right to 
pass laws to prevent employers from running their shops on 
Sunday is inconsistent, to say the least, and comports little 
witn logic. We can infer nothing else from the ‘‘ Journal’s ” 
statement than that it is in favor of special legislation, — 
when that legislation, for instance, benefits the workers. 
While its motive may be laudable, its reason is lacking. 
Special I can ia the curse of the age, and is just as de- 
plorabic :yade for the benefit of workers as for capital- 
jats. By wtiviny consent ta special laws in one case the 
workers have no ground te stand on when complaining of 
others. 

The utter futility of any attempt to prevent empioyers 
from asking Sunday labor of their employees is apparent. If 
eustom hadn’t decreed otherwise, the law could never have 
prevented it. Workmen do not want laws to protect them. 
They want laws repealed that give others an advantage over 
them.. Special legislation has been enacted for the rich and 
powerful, and, instead of having special laws passed to make 

up for this, the workers should’ ask for the repeal of 
previously-made special laws. -The present Sunday laws are 
inade specially for people with more religion Le justice in 





their hearts. 


We believe every man has a right to suit himself in the ob- 
sérvance of matters herein discussed. There is no law com- 
pélling aman tò mako merry on Sunday, but there is a law 


that prevents men from making merry A portion of our 


population: believes it is right to enjoy one’s self on Sunday, 
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while uthers think it is wrong. We grant the latter the 
right not, to make mery, but we deny them the right to pre- 
vent ns from doing so. 

Wien the State Federation of Labor was iu session at Har- 
Tisburg lasi November, the “Press” of thas vity published 
an editoriai on it, wherein it was stated that the fact had 
been proven taat peopie conid not be made happy through 
legislation. Take this thought home, pursue it further, and 
see where it luads. 

We reiterate our belief that it is “man’s natural right to 
do as he sees fit on Sunday,” or any other day for that mat- 
ter. Instead of treading on dangerous ground we are only 
stepping on the most solid terra firma. Men must make 
arrangements to suit themselves, If employers are so sordid 
as to ask a man to work and drudge seven days a week, why, 
exercise your natura’ right, form a crade union, and reise 
to work, for him, Let him form an employers’ union if he 
doesn’t like this, and then, in sporting parlance, ‘ May the 
best man win.” We feel that reason would soon supersede 
battie in such a case, and matters would be far better ar- 
ranged than by entrusting our interests to law-makers and 
wily politicians, who are only able to lock after their own 
interesis. 

We give space to this question because in our estimation 
the principle involved is a fundamental and, perhaps, a vital 
one, 


An Egoistic Decision. 
[fieorge E. Macdonald in Freethought.) 


‘Observations’? is a department of this paper which I 
Started more for diversion than anything else, and I have 
continued it as a privilege which I take of inflicting myself 
upon the reader. Ihave been kindly borne with, and have 
even been invited to reappear when I have left myself out for 
a week or two. I find that people who are not interested in 
the eause of Freethought discover something to arres? their 
attention in these ‘‘Observations.”” To an extent — a very 
slight oie — newspaper readers and newspaper men see in 
this department a more popular vein than 1 have clsawhere 
struck; hence has arisen the fact of which I though to 
speak when I read Judge Brewer’s letter. To cut it short, 
Ta few days since received an invitation to transfer my per- 
son and my “Observations” from this office to that of a 
daily newspaper, where readers and remuneration would bo 
several times multiplied. It is pcinted out to me by disinter- 
ested persons of good judgment that I may work here untii 
my eyebrows are white, aad still have neither money nor re- 
putation, while popular journalism offers both. Other con- 
siderations are mentioned, even the old, old fallacy of duty 
to one and another. Iso far remain unconvinced. I recognize 
as clearly aa anybody does that the present work holds out 
ne assured rewards, but I hepe it will sometime. I take it 
that Freethinkers are a trifle more exacting than other read- 
ers; which is right, for we should demand that our writers 
do good work. Falso entertain the hope that I may improve 
to such an extent that my work in this field may be thought 
worthy of the cemuneration it has received or might now re- 
ceive elsewhere. It was agreeable to me to have the occa- 
sionai contributions I seat, in former years, to papers of 
some literary pretensions, accepted and paid for. It is grati- 
fying now to meet with an offer such as I have spoken of; 
and perhaps some well-wisher may not be displeased at my 
meationing it. Cur Freethought writers must be judged by 
the general standard. I hold that they do not suffer by com- 
parison with others outside our ranks, and gladly furnish 
such testimony as I can to that effect. There is a chance for 
the introduction of some sentiment in this place. There is 
opportunity to remark that it is a beautiful sight when de- 
votion to a cause is more powerful thau the desire for per- 
sonal emoluments; but if such is the case it is no more 
remarkable or worthy of note than the opposite fact. I fol- 
low my strongest, and therefore most. selfish, inclination, 
end stick to the text. Be the consequences on my own 
head. 


A Perfect Cure. 

To the Editor of Liberty: 

It is now a year and a half since I was taken to task in 
Liberty for ordering Mr. Grant Allen out of the political 
arena as an intrusive paragrinder. He had been prattling 
about Individualism and Socialism in a way which showed 
that he understood neither. I put him into communiéation 
with both sides. He heard from the Liberty and Property 
Defence League, and he heard from the Fabian Society. 
The result of his education he has now given to the public. 
He tells us that his reason has been captivated by the Indivi- 
dualists, but that it is not wise to swim against the tide of 
Socialism. Consequently he has joined the Fabian Society. 
Reason pulls him one way, Wisdom the other: Mr.-Allen’s 
reason and his wisdom have walked into opposite camps, and 
Mr. Alien himself remains bereft of both. - It is clear he can- 
„not walk off in two directions himself. - Society and Mr. 
Allen are both to be congratulated on the result. “Society is 
rid of a political impostor; and- the political impostor, hav- 
ing been rent in twain, disappecrs as such altogether. The 
original Grant Allen is left: to us, stripped of the political 
mummer’s garb in which he had disguised himself; - - the 
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genial, elever writer who is always welome when chatting 
to us about animals and plants and things which he really 
does understand, and about which no one can talk more 
pleasantly or more instructively. By the time you receive 
this, it will have been announced that Mr. Allen has sne- 
ceeded in carrying off Mr. Newnes’s £1000 prize for the best 
novel, And a clever, bright story it is. Now, if Mr. Allen 
wishes to show his gratitude to me for having bundled him 
out of his ridiculous and untenable political position, the 
best thing he van do is to devote a portion of his winnings to 
the support of the upholdere of political consistency, — viz., 
the Socialistic and Anarchistic institutions which have cured 
him of his dreadful malady. Let him send £100 each to the 
Fabian Society and the ‘ Personal Rights Journal.” 
WORDSWORTH DONISTHORPE. 

LONDON, DECEMBER 9, 1890. 


Woman’s Emancipation, and What it Means. 


Woman’s emancipation means freedom, liberty. It means 
liberty pure and simple; failing’of which, it is, according to 
its degree, oppression, suppression, tyranny. It meang 
liberty to enter any and al! fields of labor, ~ trade, profes- 
sion, science, literature, and art, — anid liberty to compete 
for the highest positions in the land. Liberty to »hoose her 
companion, and equal liberty .c chaage. Liberty iv embrace 
motherhood in her own way, time, znd place, and freedom 
from the unjustly critical verdict and action of society con- 
cerning her movements, She wili no loager recognize soci- 
ety’s right to condemn in her practices von:toned in man. 
No more a slave, she wil} be a sue comrade; indepeudent of 
man, as he is independent of her, dependent on him, az he is 
dependent on her. And the sex question will be setthcad, AE 
this, and more, when wean shall be free, and enjoy an 


equality of liberty with man. 
ORMONDE, 


The New Economic Movement in England. 


Very! Not very new, bui very economic. Muy I chrow a 
little light on the movemer4? J see Mr. Yarrcs is hopeful, 
while you, Sir, are a trifle pessimistic. The letter of invita- 
tion which I, in common with many others, received from 

! Prof. Marshall, is dated October 24, 1890, and begins thus: 
“Dear Si: —I have been requested tr: invite you to attend a 
private meeting at University College, London, on Thursday, 
November 20, to discuss proposals for the foundatica of an 
economic society or association, and, in conjunction there- 
with, of an Economic Journal, and to take action thereon. 
The chair will be taken by the Rt. Hon. the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer at 5 o’clock.”’ 

You have doubtless observed that when you receive a let- 
ter from a lady with a postseript to it, it is needless to wade 
through the letter. Attend to the postscript, and ail will be 
well. However, i attendea the meeting. T founda printed 
note on my chair stating that the Association was all bogus, 
that it was merely put forward as a bait to lure people to- 
gether, and that the real object of the promoters was to get 
up a collection to enable them to run a paper at other peo- 
ple’s expense and for their own glory. Of course, these are 
not the words of the promoters, but only the gist of what, 
when read between the lines, their note explained. It was 
thought, after maturer reflection, we were told, that a 
learned society of the usual pattern was still premature, in 
the present state of economic science, ete., ete. Presently it 
transpired that President, Committee of Management, Editor 
and Staff were all in Prof. Marshali’s pocket, and further- 
more, that they consisted of a body of gentlemen (“‘inter- 
ested in political economy ”) known in this country as the 
Economic Mutual Admiration Society. Everything was cut 
and dried. Objectors and captious erities were coughed 
down or ruled out of order. Mr. Howell, M. P., who wanted 
to know why the proposed society had vanished into thin air, 
i was told to exercise patience, and perhaps the society woukl 

grow out of the journal later on. The only objector whe 

would not be coughed down (though the Secretary held up 
both his hands and howled at the top of his voice) was Mr. 

Bernard Shaw, who moved às. an amendment that: Mr. 

Coschen should zot be President. Probably most people 

agreed with Mr. Shaw, but nobody dared to say so, and the 

amendment would have gone unseconded but Tor the cusi 
tomary tact and grace of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
who, in a neat speech, signed the warrant for his own de 
position, so to speak, by seconding the motion, Finding 
that Mr. Giffen, of the Buard of Trade, next to whom I was 
sitting, was unable to explain the sudden collapse of tho 
society scheme, I walked across to Prof. Sidgwick and asked 
him point-blank whether the Cambridge men demurred to 
supporting an institution which would be chiefly frequen 

by Londoners, and he replied that that conshleration might 
have had some weight with the promoters. So it mig 

The long and short of the shabby Httle business | tha cor 
tain Worthy writers ‘of a particular economie se 
rùn a paper to air their own views without Ince ; 
usual expense and running thousualrisk, Ifseecessial, they 
will have done a smart stroke of business on a sinall acato, 

Yours, ete., Vxor 3 

P. S.--The “Times” article was writven by 

promoters, 
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“In abolisting reot and interest, ihe lasi vestiges of old-time sla- 
very, the Revolution -xbolishea at cne stroke the sword of the execu- | 
tioner, the seal af the magistrate, the club of the policeman, the 
gauge of the ercisenwo., th: erasing-knife of the department clerk, 
al! those insiqnia af ¢telitics, which young Liberty grinds beneath 
her heel.” — Pr sUDHON, 





gF The appearance in the editorial column of articles 
over other signatures than the editor’s initial indicates that 
the editor approves their central purpose and general tenor, 
though he does not hoia himself responsible for every phrase 
or word, But the appearance in other parts of the paper of 
articles by the same or other writers by no means indicates 
that he disapproves them in any respect, such disposition of 
them being governed largely by motives of convenience. 


Mr. Pentecost and His Critics. 


In Mr. Pentecost’s address on “Three Years of 
Freedom,” delivered Sunday, January 4, I find the fol- 
lowing remarks: 

When this platform was established, I determined that it | 
should never be dominated by any religious, political, social, | 
secular, or other organization; that it should never pro- | 
nounce the shibboleth of any sect on earth. 

The tendency of a 1 “movements” is to become sects, and | 
of all writers and speakers to become the mere advocates of 
some sectarian presentation of truth, . . . I have been 
subjected to considerable criticism in the infiuitesimal world 
that knows or cares anything about me. Some of this I have, 
no doubt, deserved on account of my general limitations, bit | 
a great deal of it has come simply and solely because I would 
not be guided against my honest convictions by particular 
persons who wished me to preach their hobbies, or because I | 
would not join some sect and do my work in the spirit that | 
characterizes and for the purposes contemplated by that sect 
or party. 

Every sect or party has its leaders and its language. Ifa | 
man will submit to those leaders and talk that language he | 
will be petted and praised by the members of that sect, and | 
used for all they can get out of him as long as he is submis- | 
sive and obedient. But if he will not wear the iron collar of 
the leaders and insists on using a language of his own, they | 





zave no use for him and can see very little vood in him. ... | 
There are all sorts of heterodox churches, and all sorts of 
heterodox political parties or organizations for social reform, | 
and all these little sects or parties are in principle exactly | 
like the large and controlling sects. They are all persecuted | 
as much as they can be by the larger sects, and they all per- 
secute each other as much as they can. And all of them, | 
large and small, turn against the person who remains outside | 
of them all. 

I have made a careful study of all these sects, and have | 
found that they are all alike in principle, that they are all | 
actuated by the same kind of spirit. I have found that the | 
sectarian person can see little good in any sect but his own, | 
and that he is usually willing, to the extent of his power, to : 
destroy ail who will not submit to his party. ... I believe | 
that sectarian Republicans and Democrats, if they had the | 
power, would by physical force rid the country of Socialists, | 
Anarchists, Knights of Labor, and perhaps of each other. 
And I know Socialists, Anarchists, and perhaps Knights of ! 
Labor, who, if they had the power, would by physical force | 
rid the conntry of Republicans and Democrats and each 
other. 

I have more sympathy with the doctrinesof the Knights of 
Labor and Socialists and Anarchists than I have with the | 
doctrines of the Republicans or Democrats, but I would no 
more think of joining a Knights of Labor or Socialist or An- 
archist party than I would of joining the Republican or 
Democratic party... . T : 

For these reasons the utterances from this platform are 
criticised more than they always deserve to be... . Few 
social and political conservatives like them because they are 
sympathetic with the social and political heretics. Few 
organized labor men or Socialists or Anarchists or Single- 
Taxers like them because they are not dictated by the lead- 
ers or characterized by the“ catch-words of any of these 
sects, : SES os : ; 

When Mr. Pentecost was an ‘orthodox and pious 
member of the Christian Church he believed that the 
cunning and wicked devil was always busily engaged ! 





| as Mr. Pentecost brings. 


i pressed us as absolutely truthful and sincere. 


i intentions and motives I would not question. 


| commonly accepted and respected. 
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hell. Now Mr. Pentecost seems to be 
delusion that devils in human shape 
steal his liberty and make him a slave of some base 
and conspiring “i ader” of a despicable seet. Mr. 


' Pentecost’s condition would strike ine as melancholy 
| did it not appear so ludicrous. 


Granted that in a 
figurative sense Mr. Pentecost’s remar}< apply to such 
reformers as well as non-reformers as favor force and 
address themselves to men’s passions, superstitions, 
and narrow interests, what foundation, — nay, what 
shadow of foundation, — is there for his charge against 
Anarchists ? What are the facts, what are the fancies, 
that justify Mr. Pentecost’s language in that con- 
nection? Will he be good enough, will he have the 
fairness, to furnish a scrap of evidence that Anarchists 
do not like his addresses “because they are not dic- 
tated by (their) leaders or characterized by (their) 
catch-words ”? Will he have the kindness to meution 
one or two of the Anarchistic catch-words? Will he 
give us a hint as to the identity of the “leaders” who 
have no use for him “because he declines to wear the 
iron collar” and insists on using a language of his 
own? Will he, in short, offer proof of his accusations, 
so far as the Anarchists are concerned ? 

No, he will not, because he cannot. He talks “on 
genera! principles,” considering evidence a needless 
luxury. Of this I am sure. I know, in the first place, 
that there are no facts on which to base such a charge 
J know well the Anarchistic 
world and those from whom the “considerable criti- 
cism” of which Mr. Pentecost has been the subject 
came. In fact, a considerable part of this considerable 
criticism has come from Liberty’s office. So far as 


these critics are concerned, the talk of iron collar, | 
catch-words, sectarian spirit, ete., is absurd and unjust. ! 


They find fault with Mr. Pentecost, because he appears 


to them illogical, inconsistent, hasty, and unsound. | 


They may be wrong, and Mr. Pentecost may be more 
profound and philosophical than they think. But no- 
body is more willing to be convinced of this than they 
are. 
is — silence. Now and then he takes his revenge in 
referring to them in his addresses in uncomplimentary 
language. It is high time to protest against this 
policy and render it ineffective. 

But, wili the reader naturally object, if Mr. Pente- 
cost is so unfair and unjust in his accusations, how 
are we to account for this unfairness? We have 


always honored him for qualities utterly incompatible 
: with such reprehensible conduct; he has always im- 


No 
The purity of his 
But, as 


doubt he strives to be, I answer. 


I have hinted, he often indulges in vague talk “on | 
i general principles.” 


He is misled by a peculiar philo- 
sophy, which frees him from the paltry obligations 
Having satisfied 
himseif (and it sometimes takes very little to satisfy 
Mr. Pentecost) that “the tendency of all movements is 
to become sects,” and of all writers and speakers to 
insist upon submission to their ereed and repetition of 
their catch-words, Mr. Pentecost holds himself excused 
from proving particular charges against particular 
movements. Anarchism is a “movement,” ergo it is 


| corrupt and bad. Then Mr. Pentecost’s unscientific | 


treatment of sociological questions, or rather his tacit 
assumption that sociological matters are not to be 
treated after the scientific fashion, is iargely contri- 


| butory to his lamentable practical failure as a guide 


and supporter of a radical doctrine, and to his totally 
unfair treatment and misunderstanding of those who 
point out his errors. 

Read, for instance, this passage, of which Helen 
Gardener herself might be proud: 


No sect will ever finally prevail. Truth is larger than any 
ereed which any man or set of men or sny age can make, It 
ean only be discovered as the human mind is prepored to re- 
ceive it. No party has it. No sect ever can have it. It is 
evolved by the processes of the ages, and he is wise who ties 
himself to no distinct school of thought, but holds himself 
open to the truth, let it spring whence and lead whither it 
may. 


What a sad mixture of sense and nonsense, of truth 
and absurdity! That -a thoughtful man: will hold 


a candidate for | 
a victim of the | 
are plotting to | 
| correct, the scientific system or theory. 








Mr. Pentecost’s usual answer to their criticisms | 


| profitable. 


| day” has frankly and humbly surrendered ; 





himself open to the truth and be just to every school 
and system, is a truism. But suppose a man comes to 
the conclusion that this or that system or theory is the 
Is it improper 
for him to avow his belief and defend it? Is it im- 
proper for him to cal! that systein by the uzme which 
it happens to have? If Mr. Pentecost. believes in An- 
archism, what rational objection can he have against 
declaring himself au Anarchist? If he calls a spade 
a spade, a shoe a shoe, and a book a book, and cannot 
escape the necessity of naming things under which 
unfortunate humanity lives and moves, what singular 


j superstition seals his lips when approaching social 


movements and principles? Manifestiy there is no- 
thing but a superstition behind this incomprehensible 
dread of words. Surely Mr. Pentecost cannot mean 
that a wise man will refrain from all attempts at gene- 
ralizing experience and forming conclusions. In the 
first place, he himself is not afraid of positive expres- 
sions of opinion in approval or disapproval of things. 
In the second place, there is certainly no reason for 
constituting social facts an exception to facts in gene- 
ral. If there is such a thing as science, there must 
and will be such a thing as sociai science. More: 
there is such a thing as social science ready for those 
who know how to study it. A science has its laws and 
its principles. A science accounts for phenomena and 
furnishes rules of practical action. Mr. Pentecost wili 
not deny that the proper course for men is to study 
the social science and govern their conduct, individual 
and collective, by the laws of the science. If the sci- 
ence deciares for liberty, the wise nan will not hurrah 
for prohibition; if the science teaches equity, the wise 
man will not sympathize with clear violations of it. 
The only thing, therefore, that Mr. Pentecost can and 
does deny is the propriety of naming certain things. 
He fights words, and is afraid of terms and definitions. 
And because we do not fight words, but regard them 
as useful and even indispensable, Mr. Pentecost ac- 
cuses us of conspiring against his liberty, peace, and 
spiritual life. Because we ridicule what we deem a 
puerile notion of his, he describes us as intolerant and 
tyrannical. “Seeing that Mr. Pentecost is led to com- 
mit serious offences by his inveterate and unreasoning 
hatred of certain innocent terms, an effort to recall him 
to the obligations and responsibilities attendant upon 
his functions cannot be altogether inopportune or un- 
VY: 


“Today’s” Conversion. 


It is not without pleasure that I rise to announce 
“Today’s ” conversion to Anarchism. Not that “ To- 
endere it 
still feigns complete unconsciousness of the total col- 
lapse of its position, — a collapse which its own hands 
helped to bring about, — but I am confident that 
others will see matters in their true light, and there- 
fore see fit to make the announcement. In a recent 
editorial, replying to a correspondent who claimed 
superiority for Anarchism in that it does not, like In- 
dividualism, attempt to coerce aad restrain the fit in 
favor of the unfit, the editor argues as follows: 


no, 


The criterion suggested, namely, which of the two courses 
tends most to further survival of the society ? must be re- 
garced as the fundamental one. Now, in a military contest 
between two nations there can be little doubt that, other 
things equal, the nation which acts most completely as a unit 
will be the one to survive. . The very extensive ex- 
perience which the world bas had in war shows that an army 


; can be held together by inflicting very severe punishment for 


desertion, while an army in which desertion was perniitted 
would suffer greatly from the practice. Similarly, the army | 
must be supported — if fighting on its own territory, wholly, 
and if on foreign territory, partly — by the rest‘of thena- 
tion; and in an extreme case it may be necessary to coerce 
a large part of the nation into contributing. An army de- 
pendent for its subsistence upon voluntary contributions 
would be in a precarious position. If, then, our correspond- 
ent’s criterion as to what is justifiable be ‘adopted, there 
seems no escape from the conclusion that, in so far as the 
activities of a nation are militant, a considerable degree of 
coercion is absolutely essential. Ifthe nature of men were 
different, if there were a much greater repugnance to sub- 
mitting to coercion, any: attempt at ‘exercising coercion 
would defeat its own ends by reason of the resistance which 
it would excite. It may be that in the future the nature of | 
men will be so changed that any considerable amount of 
coercion will be impracticable. |. . . But in order th 
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nature of men may change it is necessary that their pursuits 
change. There is, in the course of time, an adaptation 
established between feelings and activities, and as long as 
war continues to be one of the chief occupations of men the 
readiness tu submit to ecercion, which is essential to carrying 
on war, Will concinue. Jt may be said that war is ao longer 
the chief business with civilized nations, that men’s occupa- 
tions have changed earlier than their natures; and this is 
true. But the change of nature will follow; that is, pro- 
vided that the new occupations are such as do not require 
submission to coercion for carrying them on successfully. 
Now, can the reader discover in this argument a 
single objection to Anarchism? Considering that no- 
hody has ever claimed that Anarchism is anything but 
an ideal of a social state to be gradually approached ; 
that the Anarchists have always emphasized the neces- 
sity of the “change of pursuits” on the part of men, to 
which end economic reforms calculated to extend and 
strengthen industrialism and weaken all the eleraerts 
unfavorable to it have been advocated persistently and 
vigorously; that they have always held it of prime im- 
portance to disseminate sound views of social organ- 
ization and correct conceptions of freedom, thereby 
inspiring love of liberty and opposition to coercion in 
all its overt and covert forms, — considering all this, 
“Today’s” remarks, if regarded as criticisms of Anar- 
chisin, appear singularly misapplied and uncalled pi 
To say that Anarchism is bad because the people ar 
not ready for it, — do not appreciate liberty aek 
or hate tyranny enough, — which is what “ Today’s” 
remarks amount to, — is not an objection against An- 
archism, but a plea for education in Anarchisin. 
“Anarchism is just, sound, and desirable,” say the 

Anarchists. “But the people do not show an appre- 
ciation of liberty, do not resist invasion, and lack an 
understanding of social principles,” objects “Today,” 
and adds: “They allow government to engage in im- 
proper wars; they do not resent injustice; and, if the 
society is not to perish, they must be coerced and 
drilled to the extent required by the conditions of 
military success.” “True,” rejoin the Anarchists, “we 
know all this, and it is our intention to enlighten the 
people and by gradual judicious measures to remove 
all these difficulties. Have you any other objections ; 
can you allege anything against the soundness, justice, 
and desirability of Anarchism?” Silence on the part 
of “Today”; no other objection is forthcoming. 
Must we not conclude that it is converted ? 


VY 


The “General Principle” and Copyright. | 


T am astonished at the weakness and shadowiness of Mr. 


; or possibility in this connection.” 


| property in this particular sphere. 


, open toall. A man may read, hear, and observe to as great 
an extent as he pleases, without in the least diminishing the 
liberty of others to do the like — in fact, without affecting 
the condition of others in any way. It is clear, too, that the 
knowledge thus obtained may be digested, reorganized, or 
combined afresh, and new knowleige educed from it by its 
possessor, without the rights of his fellows being thereby tres- 
passed upon. (3) And it is further manifest that the morai 
law permits a man who has by his intellectual labor obtained 
such new knowle:ige to keep it for his own exclusive use or 
claim it as his private property. (4) He who does this in no 
degree exceeds the prescribed limits of individual freedom. 
He abridges no one’s liberty of avtion. Every other person 
retains as much scope for though’ and deed as before. And 
each is free to acquire the same facts — to elaburate from 
them, if he can, the same new ideas — and in a similar man- 
ner employ those new ideas for his private advantage. (5) 
Seeing, therefore, that a man may claim the exclusive use of 
his original ideas without overstepping the boundaries of 
equal freedom, it folluws that he has a right soto claim theni; 
oz, in other words, such ideas are his property.” 
At first sight this view seems to imply the right of per- 

petual property in ideas. But, as Spencer goeson tosay, ‘in 
consequence of the probability, or perhaps we may say the 


certainty, that the causes leading to the evolution of a new 
idea in our mind will eventually produce a like result in 
some other mind, the claim above set forth must not be ad- 
mitted without limitation. Many have remarked the tend- 
ency that exists for an important invention or discovery to 
be made by independent investigato-s nearly at the same 
time. There is nothing really mysterious inthis. A certain 
state cf knowledge, a recent advancement in science, the 
occurrence of some new social want — these form the con- 
ditions under which minds of siniilar character are stimu- 
lated to like trains of thought, ending, as they are prone to 
do, in the same result. Such being the fact, there arises a 
qualification to the right of property in ideas, which it seems 
difficult, and «ven impossible, to specify definitely. The 
laws of patent aud copyright express this qualification by 
confining the inventor’s or author's privilege within a cer- 
tain term of years. But in what way tbe length of that term 
may be found with correctness there is no saying. In the 
meantime, as already pointed out, such a difficulty does not 
in the least militate against the right itself.” (6) : 

I beg to call Mr. Tucker’s attention to this qualification 
and the reason given for its introduction. He will realize 
his error in excluding discussion of “degrees of probability 
The exclusion can only 
make matters worse for him, for, so far as the “ general 
principle” is concerned, property in ideas cannot be denied 
without challenging the right to property in the produce of 
one’s hands. If we are to follow the general principle and 
refuse to qualify it according as the discussion of degrees of 
probability or possibility directs and prompts, then we are 
bound to declare, not ayainst patent right and copyright, but 
in favor of absolute property in ideas. It is only the diffi- 
culties in the practical application of the generai prineiple 
that necessitate the abridgment and limitation of the righ- of 
It is only because ‘‘ many 








Tucker's arguments in support of what he insists is the An- | 
archistic view of copyright, and, returning to the subject, I 
will proceed to state my grounds for disputing Mr. Tucker's 
position and holding it inconsistent with the fundamental | 
principles of Anarchism, 

Me. Ticker and I believe in the principle of equal liberty, 
and we believe in private property, which is a corollary from | 
the principle of equal liberty. We believe that the laborer | 
is entitled to his full product. Now, in my opinion, “a | 
man’s right to the produce of his brain is equally valid with | 
the right to the produce of bis bands." I wish it distinctly 
understood that, far from regarding (with Mr, Tucker) ! 
George’s argument against patent rights as ‘conclusive, 
unanswerable,’ i regard it as too silly to be deserving of 
notice. The metaphysical talk about the potential existence | 
of ideas and their heing “there to be found ” is to me mean. | 
ingless jargon. (1) My reasons for opposing absolute right of | 
property in inventions are totally different. i vake substan- | 
tially the Spencerian view of the subject, diverging froia 
Spencer only in holding that labor expended on how to state 
an idea is labor of production and not labor of discovery, in 
which opinion I happen to coincide with George, much to my 
discomfort. I fini to attempt in Mr. Tucker's reply to i 
prove that he is correct in holding that the method of ex- | 
pressing an idea i: itself an idea, and though I am not now | 
able to prove that it is not, yet my very strong impression to 
that effec: cannot Le overcome by the mere assertion of the 
opposite view, I admit that-Mr. Tucker was right in his 
criticism of George, for therein he took George’s own test | 
and triumphantly showed it to establish that what George 
arbitrarily chose to constitute an exception was really no ex- | 
cention at all. When, however, Mr. Tucker will-bear in 
mind that I decline to subject my position to the Georgian 





some other proof of his proposition. (2) ~- 

I have referred to the Spencerian: view of à man’s s right to 
the produce of his brain. New, what is that view ? We 
will listen to Spencer. “It is tolerably self-evident that no 
violation of the law of equal freedom is committed in the ac- 
least, which is 









| Mr. Tucker's declaration in regard to the excessive si!liness 
| of those who do believe in the perpetual and unlimited right 


` to 





have remarked the tendency that exists for au important in- 
vention or discovery to be made by independent investigators 
nearly at the same time,” that “there arises a qualification 
to the right of property in ideas” and that I am able to echo 


to property in ideas. Were there no such tendency to take 
account of, I should certainly favor perpetual monopoly in 
ideas, seeing that there is no argument against such a mono- | 
poly which does not apply equally well to monopoly in 
things material produced by labor. i 
And now we come to the point where I diverge from the 
Spencerian position. Spencer makes no distinction between i 
the right to property in inventions and the right to literary | 
property, while I de. Spencer evidently agrees with Mr. ) 
Tucker that literary expression belongs to the category of i 
ideas, while I am strongly inclined to think that the “ how | 
y” a thing is labor of production. But whether I am | 
right in this or not, I am certainly right in claiming that | 
there is no iencieuey for any form of literary expression to be | 
produced by indepeideit writers. To repeat the words al- 
ready used by me, “it would be nbsurd to say that ‘some 
man or men might, and in many césys very probably would, 
have (written) tomorrow’ what Speneer has written today. 
Instead of being ‘very probable,’ it is simply boyond 21? pos 
sibility. If Spencer had not been born, it is probable 
some other man or men would by this time have discovered | 
the ideas and truths with which his name is identified; but | 
the world would never have had Spencer’s books. The me- | 
thod, the style, the manner, the peenliarities of all kinds due 
to his physical, mental, and moral traits, these no other man 
might or would under any circumstances bring. . . . Since 
men began to write, no such occurrence has taken place as 
the production of two similar quatrains, or two ten-line 
paragraphs, by two independent men. The writings of no 
two men are ever alike; because no two men-are mentally 
and morally alike, although hundreds of men hold common 
beliefs and have thoughts and emotions in common,’”” I can 
discover no reason for qualifying an author's absolute right 
to his en property, the pee difficulties that embar- 




















i adopt 


rass us in the case of inventors being here conspicuous vy 
their absence, Mr. Tacker’s remarks upon this point fail of 
effect. In the first place, it is not true that Iam obliged to 
maintain “logical, inherent, intrinisig impossibility ” of “ re- 
discovery of literary expression,” All L need maintain is 
practical improbability, sivee, the general principle being on 
my side, the burden of proof is on those who argue for a 
limitation and abridgment of the right deducible from the 
principle. The principle of private property, as Mr. Tucker 
says, is already discovered, Does the experience of men 
present any lesson showing the necessity of limiting and 
qualifying an authoe’s right to his literary property ? Cer- 
tainly not. Then we should adhere to the general principle 
and insist on unlimited right. Perhaps future experience 
will show the need and justice of qualification; if so, future 
humanity will doubtless provide for the proper adjustment 
of the difficulties, Rut we have no justitication whatever for 
breach of that general principle in which we pretend to 
believe. ` 

But it is not even true that Mr. Tucker has “disposed " of 
my claim of logical impossibility. He has simply (to my 
surprise) evaded my point. I contended that literary form 
depends on all kinds of physical, mental, and moral traits, 
and that the writings of no two men are ever alike because 
ho two men are mentally and morally alike; and if this is 
true (which, I expect, will be generally admitted), then not 
only does not “ the addition of intellect ” (and moral nature) 
“vastly increase the possibility ” of reproduction or redis- 
covery of literary expression, but it does not even leave us 
the possibility afforded by chance to allow for. That addi- 
tion makes that impossible which is not impossible when 
type is thrown into the wir. (7)- 

I will say in conclusion that I agree with Mr. Tucker that 
it would be much better if art and literature could be entirely 
divorced from commerce, and that J look forward to a time 
wke: shsolute communism shall prevail in this particular 
sphere; but the question is not what the remote future is 
likely te bring, but what the principles we recognize and ad- 
vocate logically lead to or endin. What we hope for is one 
thing; what w- are bound to defend as Anarchists — that 
is, champions of equal liberty — is another thing. 

v. Y. 

One remar™able feature of the above article is the 
number of things that are not said in it. I cannot re- 
count them here; but I wish that every reader would 
turn back to Liberty of December 27, examine Mr. 
Yarros’s first article and my reply in connection with 
his present rejoinder, and note the points and con- 
siderations which he thought it worth while to ad- 
vance and which I thought it worth while to retute, 
and which are now entirely neglected. Letting these 
pass, I proceed to examine the things that are said. 

(1) Yet further down Mr. Yarros declares that the 
principle of private property is already discovered. 
Now, that principle is an idea. How could that idea 
have been discovered if it had not existed before dis- 
covery? But to say that it so existed—that is, 
that it was “there to be found” — is to Mr. Yarros 
“meaningless jargon.” Ideas and principles, to be 
sure, being qualities and relations, have no material ex- 
istence; yet we constantly speak of them, and with 
propriety, as existent. Noman produces them. They 
were (most of them) before man was. That a straight 
line is the shortest distance between two points was as 
true before the discovery of the rudiments of geometry 
as afterward. If this is meaningless jargon to Mr. 


i Yarros, I can only say it is fortunate that it is highly 


improbable (though not, as he claims, entirely impos- 
sible) that there wiil ever be many men with mental 


i constitutions exactly like his own. 


(2) If I understand Mr. Yarros here, his claim is 


| that there is work of production as distinguished from 


work of discovery, and that, if he should adopt 


| George’s test of distinction between them, — namely, 


that work of discovery is or may be done once for all, 
while work of production is required ‘afresh in the 
case of each particular thing, — my argument would 
be valid against him; but ‘that, since “he does not 
George’s test, my argument, valid against 
is inv ia against him. I confess that it did 

to iuo Uial Mr. Yarros might see a distinc- 
tion between oS of diseavery and work of production 
essentially differing from f° distinction claimed by 
George, because the laiter sveined, ost still seems, to 
me the real distinction. But if it is not, ang «fo An. 
Yarro: has the real distinction, then, as he says, my 
argument a ainst George is not necessarily good 
against him. Before that can be decided, ‘however, 
Mr. Yarros’s distinction must first be mads known, 
and, so far as I can find, he has nowhere stated it. He 
emphatically states that the two things, work of pro- 
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duction and work of discovery, are separat“, but as to 
what separates them he leaves us in utter ignorance. 
George, on the contrary, states cl -ly what separates 
them, and T must accept his distinction until shows a 
better one. This distinction is my reason, or, at least, 
one of iny reasons (though Mr. Yarros says I have not 
given any), for holding that the method of (-ypvessing 
an idea is itsaif an idea. It seems to me an inseparable 
characteristic of an idea that man’s possession of it is 
necessari fhe result of work that is or may be done 
once ter l, and method of expression certainly falls 
within that category. But even if it should be shown 
that method of expression is not an idea, the effect 
upon my position would be verbal rather than sub- 
stantial, as I should have only to discard the phrase, 
“no property in ideas,” and substitute, “no property 
in the results of work that is or may be done once for 
all.” 

(3) Down to this point the sentences quoted from 
Spencer are not only, as he says, “tolerably self- 
evident,” but absolutely true, undisputed, and indis- 
putable. 

(4) Here is where the link is missing. 





And here, as 
I see by the rest of Mr. Yarros's article, is the point 
where the difference between his position and mine 
originates. I have not Spencer’s book by me, and so 
am not sure what he means by “the moral law.” 
But from the context quoted I judge that he refers 
simply to the law of equal freedom. In that case his 
position is unsound. The law of equal freedom per- 
mits a man who has acquired knowledge to keep it 
secret and to use it secretly; but from that to recog- 
nition of it as his private property is a long, long leap. 
The man may keep the knowledge secret because this 
secrecy cannot be violated without violating that per- 
sonality which, by the law of equal freedom, is invio- 
lable. As long as the man maintains this secrecy, he 
will enjoy certain advantages necessarily involved 
with it, but when he voluntarily abandons the secrecy, 
he at the same time abandons the advantages. In the 
sentence which I am now criticising, a false inference 
is declared “manifest,” without any logical process ; 
the whole question is begged right here at the start. 
(5) Supposing uo patent or copyright, this is true. 
The man who uses his knowledge secretly abridges no 
one’s liberty of action; and that is why the law of 
equal freedom permits him to do so. But from the 
moment a patent or copyright is granted, no other 
man is “free to acquire the same facts — to elaborate 
from them, if he can, the same new ideas — and in a 
similar manner employ those new ideas for his private 
and that is why the law of equal free- 
dom forbids copyrights and patents. Leaving out the 
last sentence of the first paragraph quoted from Spen- 
cer, and the clause in the middle, “or claim it as his 
| 


», 


advantage”; 


private property,” T conld hardly ask anything better 
than Spencer’s words as premises for my own con- 
elusions. As for his conclusions from them in the 
sentences to which I except, they are fallacious, not to 
say arbitrary. They precisely fit Webster’s definition 
of a fallacy as “an argument, or apparent argument. 
which professes to be decisive of the matter at issue, 
while in reality it is not.” Of course, then, all the 
conelusions which Mr. Yarros further draws from the 
“general principle” as laid down by Spencer have no | 
force as addressed to me, until he shall show that I am i 
wrong in the criticism which I have just made on 
Spencer's view. My reasons for claiming that the 
general principle is on my side and against property 
in ideas must first be overthrown, or else the burden 
of proof remains on Mr. Yarros to show the logical, in- | 
herent, intrinsic impossibility of rediscovery ^f literary 
expression. . [ have no -call to give reasons for the 
abridgment: of a right which I deny altogether. Nor 
do I see how my denial of this right, as I deduce it 
from the law of equal liberty, at all involves a denial 
of the right of property in general.: This is another 
point that must be demonstrated before I will. ad- 
mit it. oe 
(6) It is obviously contradictory and absurd to first 
justify property in ideas on the ground that it does not 
abridge others’. liberty of action, and then, on the 
ground that it does abridge others’ liberty of action, to 
qualify iL in such a way that the abridgment in each 
be Hated Lo a term of years, 
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Such a qualification of property in ideas is a denial of : the general principle is no property in ideas, then that prin- 
property in ideas. It is an admission that such pro- | ciple nerds establisbing, and you have not convinced me of 


perty does abridge others’ liberty of action, and there- 


therefore is untenable by Anarchists. 

(7) Mr. Yarros allows that chance considered alone 
admits a possibility of reproduction of literary expres- 
sion, but curiously claims that the addition of intellect 
to chance removes this possibility. I claim, on the 
other hand, that such addition vastly increases this 
possibility, and for this reason: intellect eliminates 


from the possible combinations of letters and words | Millet’s “ Angelus,” and, if caught in possession of it, could 
certainly more than ninety-nine per cent. of them, as | challenge the owner to prove the logical impossibility of my 


less than one per cent. of them form senterces suffi- 
ciently intelligible to be written outside the lunatic 
asylums. After this tremendous elimination, the law 
of chances still governs the relatively small remainder, 
for men are the product of conditions, and éhance 
enters into the conditions that produce men just as it 
enters into other things. I deny the logical impossi- 
bility of two men being exactly alike, and I even assert 
a considerable possibility of two men being sufficiently 
alike to write substantially the same book. I myself 
have known men so closely resembling each other that 
only atter long and intimate acquaintance could I tell 
them apart, and then not readily; and this resem- 
blance was not physicai simply, but extended in the 
same degree to mental traits, habits of thought, tastes, 
aptitudes, the sound of the voice, and methods of 
speech. I should have been more surprised to see 
these two men, writing independently, produce books 
widely different than books substantially alike. Mr. 
Yarros should remember that literal -eproduction is 
not necessary to constitute violation of copyright. 
Substantial similarity is sufficient, and such similarity 
is not only possible, but, I am confident, has i in- 
frequently occurred. I know that in music it has 
often occurred. The experts even claim that musical 
combinations, multitudinous as they are, are already 
well-nigh exhausted, and that the time is fast ap- 
proaching when it will be impossible to write a new 
musical phrase. It would have been stupid in me to 
evade when facts and common sense are arrayed thus 
strongly on my side. But I am none the less sorry 
that Mr. Yarros should suppose me capable of evasion 
in any case. To me evasion is not only dishonesty, but 
dishonesty in its most revolting form. I know nothing 
more despicable than that pride of intellect which 
leads a man, professing only anxiety for the truth, to 
give error the appearance of truth in order to avoid the 
supposed humiliation of defeat. Pending further evi- 
dence, I refuse to believe that Mr. Yarros attributes 
this quality to me. And yet I cannot understand his 
use of the word “evaded,” when I know that evasion 
makes upon him the same impression of intellectual 
dishonesty that it makes upon me. T. 





Property in Ideas. 
To the Editor of Liberty: 

In a letter I sent you for publication, but which was too 
tate for insertion, I made substantially the same points as 
Mr. Yarros against your copyright argument. As I am not 
yet convinced, I take your answer to Yarros as covering all 
my difficulties, and I maintain that copyright is not a grant 
of monopoly to ideas, but that it is a property right to the 
method of working out or actualizing an idea. But, as you 


say that the way of working out an idea — as in literary | 


matters — or of actualizing it — as in a mechanical device — 
is itself an idea, and comes under the general law of no 
property in ideas, I will take it at that, and ask: Why no 
property in ideas? Surely ! have a right to my own ideas. 
‘True, it may be difficult to prove that the idea is solely mine, 
and that no other human being could create such an idea. 
Your idea seems to be that ideas are like objective realities, — 
pearls or planets, for instance, — and that the discovering 
them is only an accident of time or place and person; that, 
being latent or hidden away, a man discovers an idea as he 
discovers a gold mine. I maintain that ideas are created, or 
invented, and, having created or invented them, I have as 
much right to my ideas as to my hat, whether I wear it in 
public or in private, and under equity I should be protected 
in the possession of them. To prove, though, that an idea is 
mine exclusively, I have to prove that another idea, so simi- 
lar to mine that it is impossible to distinguish them, was not 
created by the claimant, but was copied from mine... How 
am I to do that? ; bog oe A 
You say that to discuss degrees of possibility. or probability. 
is to shoot wide of the mark, and that the question has to be 
decided in accordance with some general principle. But 
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fore is inconsistent with the law of equal liberty, and ; l ] 













































































that. The degree of possibility or probability seems to me 
I don't think that a believer in literary 
property should be called upon to prove the logical, in- 
herent, intrinsic impossibility that his work can be any other 
than his; it is envugh to prove the more relative proposition 
that is highly improbable and, according to the law of 
chance, almost impossible, that the work originated with 
anybody else. If a man has to maintain the abstract pro- 
position of the logical impossibility of a counter proposition, 
then he can hold no property of any kind, or reclaim any 
property that had been stolen from him. I could steal 


having painted it myself, and all the experts in the world 
could not gainsay me. I believe logicians have failed to dis- 
prove the logical impossibility of a hare overtaking a tor- 
toise if the tortoise gets a slight start; and, as an abstract 
matter, we can logically prove nothing, — not even our own 
existence. Certain it is that many fundamental assumptions 
of science cannot logically be proven, yet we speak of scien- 
tific truth, 

But if I have to prove the relative improbability of an idea 
being original in another, — using the word idea as you have 
used it, —and if I can succeed in doing so, I fail to see where 
I violate the equal rights of another in my being protected in 
possession of what is mine and never was another’s. 

If I adorn and improve my piece of vacant land in such a 
fashion as could not have occurred to any other buman be- 
ing, it seems to me that no injustice is done to another who 
would like to copy my idea, that he be compelled to seek my 
permission. It is not enough for the pirate to fall back on 
the abstract proposition of the intrinsic, inherent possibility 
of the idea being his; he must meet me on common ground 
and prove that there is nothing highly improbable in his cre- 
ating the i’2a independent of me, before he can assert his 
equal right to the adornment. In the matter of patents the 
originality of an idea is impossible to prove. The history of 
inventions proves this, and the patent law is unjust in that 
it grants patents on account of priority of invention and does 
not even trothle itself as to originality. But in the matter 
of copyright the thing is entirely different. As Mr. Yarros 
says, no two men ever wrote a poem or an essay exactly 
alike. Some bold plagiarists have been detected, but the 
idea of falling back on the logical possibility of the work be- 
ing their own has never to my knowledge been taken. There 
is presumptive evidence that George got the plan of his work 
from Patrick Dove; had George transcribed ever so short a 
chapter complete, even his most ardent friend could have no 
doubt of George's dishonesty. 

I see no distinction worth noting between the public exhi- 
bition of literary property and private exhibition of the 
same. According to that theory, if a thief surreptitiously 
entered Spencer’s study and copied one of his books and sold 
it to a publisher as original, Speucer would have no redress 
but to prosecute the intruder — if he could find him — for 
trespass. 

Of course I am not committed to present copyright laws by 
believing in literary property. And as to the practical re- 
sults, whether literary property would be sold at cost or not, 
etc., that is a separate question. 


Yours, etc., A. H. SIMPSON. 


The matter of the discovery of ideas and much else 
that Mr. Simpson touches upon is answered in my 
comments on Mr. Yarros’s article in this issue, and it 
would be a waste to go over the same ground twice. 
Still, there are a few points that need separate atten- 
tion. In discussing the propriety of considering de- 
grees of probability. Mr. Simpson fails to distinguish 
between the weighing of evidence and the framing of 
laws. The question of probability rightly enters into 
the former, but not into the latter. A man on ‘trial 
for stealing the “ Angelus,” should he make the de- 
fence supposed by Mr. Simpson, would ‘have his evi- 
dence weighed against the opposing evidence as a 
question of fact, but if the law against theft were so 
framed as to deprive him of the right to make such 
defence, it would be a very unjust law. Now that is 
precisely what the law of copyright does. It denies in 
advance the possibility that the so-called pirate could 
have accomplished the work independently, and, worse 
still, declares that, whether he’ did or not, he is in 
either case a pirate in the eyes of the law, against 
whom the owner of the copyright must be protected. 

Again: the admitted uncertainty of humar know- 
ledge does not deprive us of a basis for the classifica- 
tion of such knowledge as we have. One category of 
such knowledge is the logically certain. The funda- 
mental propositions of mathematics may be untrue, 
but, so far as we can see, there is no logical escape 
from the demonstration of a problem in Euclid. F 
if any one were to affirm that, because it hrs been ob- 
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tends to increase, there would necessarily be more sui- 
cides during the fog of today than there were during 
the sunshine of yesterday, we should answer him that 
it was simply a matter of probability, with no logical 
necessity about it. No amount of sceptical philosophy 
(though I, who say it, am a sceptic) can wipe out this 


practical distinetion between the logically certain and | 


the merely probable, 

Again: there is no issue between the pirate and Mr. 
The issue is between the people and Mr. 
No pirate has appeared. But Mr. Simpson 
says to the people : 
some pirate will steal it, Will you not make a law to 
stop any such act?” The people answer: ‘Such an 
act might deprive one of us from getting any benefit 
from the idea if he should discover it independently, 
and would in any event compel us to pay you for the 
idea nine-tenths of whatever benefit it may prove to us. 
You must at least show us that it wouid be impossible 
for any aue else to ever discover it.” “But how am I 
to do that ?” piteously asks Mr. Simpson. And the 
hard-hearted people answer: “That’s none of our 
concern; we can’t be expected to cut ourselves cff for 
all time from the benefits of a fact of nature simply to 
give you «a security against competition which no other 
laborers enjoy.” 

Again, and this time finally: the distinction be- 
tween publication and private expression involves no 
such consequences as Mr. Simpson supposes. What- 
ever advantages privacy carries with it must be made 
good by any one who invades that privacy. 


Simpson. 
Simpson. 


T. 


Copyright. 
Tempus, Lonpon, Xmas Day, 1890. 


Dear Sir, — Having just got outside the roast turkey and 
plum-pudding which a proper recognition of our Lord’s nativ- 
ity enjoins upon all believers, I find myself in a truly 
Christian frame of mind, — ready to quarrel with my best 
friends. I will commence with Liberty. Perhaps I should 
be justified in any case; for therein I find myself and co- 
thinkers described in this not very complimentary language: 
“The position of those who favor a perpetual monopoly of 
ideas is so excessively silly that against it no foree is re- 
quired.” I am in that position. But perhaps you use the 
word ‘silly’? in its original sense of ‘secure,’ ‘trust- 
ing” (whence ‘‘simple-minded’’?) ? If so, I accept the 
situation. 

First of all, I must admit that the table you furnish of 
copyright terms in different countries of the world does seem 
to justify the statement that “the length of the term of 
copyright in a nation is inversely proportional to the height 
of its civilization.” Similarly, J think, a table might be 
framed showing that (England excepted) the scale of protec- 
tive tariffs in a nation is directly proportional to the height 
of its civilization. America, Germany, and France are far 
ahead of poor Turkey, while some of the African states are 
absolute free-traders. Hence, — Long live Protection! 

I cannot see the use of arguing whether “literary property 
is a property ” or not; because it is or it is not, according as 
we make it so cr not. We might as well argue whether heer 
is an exciseable liquor or not. The question is: Ought we 
to make it property ? In other words: Should we (the 
pablic) be gainers or losers by granting proprietary right in 
ideas, — perpetual monopoly of ideas? I am in the silly po- 
sition of thinking we should gain. 

Perhaps at some future time, if you think it worth while, 
I might ask you to let ine explain how perpetual copyright 
and perpetual patent-right would work out. At present I 
will content myself with referring to a letter signed Wm. 
Tri:kaus, which apr~ars in your issue of Dece:.uer 13, and 
which strikes me as one of the most prof. ind and suggestive 
letters I have seen for a long time. {t is appropriately en- 
titled “ Dynamic Solutions of Natural Monopoly.” Some of 
your readers would like to know whether the hiatus which 
occurs near the end of the first paragraph is due tc want of 
space or to the excision of matter repugnant to the main 
principle contended for. 

At any given moment it looks dangerous to grant an author 
a perpetual monopoly in his work, it is true. But let us take 
a long period. How many books written in the first decade 
of this century would: now. be worth a tinker’s straw in a 
publisher’s hands ? A hundred? And how many fortunes 
were made during that same period which are still operating 
like the widow’s cruse of oil? Thousands... Who would pay 
James Watt's successor a royalty on his steam-engiue now ? 
Layer upon layer of new thought, fresh ideas, have been laid 
upon it, tiil its share of royalties would surely amount to less 
than a penny a year. (Pardon my use of the word .“‘ royal- 

ties”: I don't know the American for it.) -Mill's works are 
still a valuable property, but the far grander works of Hubbes 
would not pay for the warehousing. The: la.’ “lition of 


“I have an idea, and I am afraid ! 
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them (and a fine one, too) was sold for the price of weste- 
Yours truly, 
WORDSWORTH DONISTHOREE, 


Mr. Donisthorpe said not long sgo in the “Personal 


| Rights Journal” that he agreed with me in believing | 


in the largest amount of liberty compatible with equ a- 
ity of liberty. Then he believes in equality of liberty. 
The he believes that we should b> gainers by equality 
of liberty. Then, if patents and cop rights ean be 
shown to be inconsistent with equaity of Eberty, he 
will have to believe that we are losers by patents and 
copyrights. The direct question therefore is, ipot 
whether we are gainers or lesers by patents a..d copy- 
rights, but whether patents and copyrights are sanc- 
tioned by the law of equal liberty. My arguments on 
this point have been directed to showing that they are 
not, and, if Mr. Donisthorpe wishes to meet me, he 
must do so on this issue. The number of books that 
retain a permanent market value hes nothing to do 
with the case. I maintain that it is unfair to maxe 
people pay a monopoly price even for the few that do. 
Nor is the question affected by the number and size 
and permanence of fortunes built up through privi- 
leges other than patent and copyright privileges. One 
monopoly seldom justifies another. I am not arguing 
that copyright is of all privileges the most evil in its 
influence, or that there are not other privileges which 
are much worse in their effects. I am simply arguing 
that it is a privilege, and ought to be abolished. 

Mr. Donisthorpe seems, at first sight, to make a 
strong point in his comments upon my copyright 
table. But other questions scun suggest themselves. 
May not the absence of protective tariffs in some semi- 
barbarous countries be due to the fact that they have 
no industries to protect and no hope of any? Never- 
theless. the same countries, though having no literature 
to protect, protect it more stringently than countries 
having literatures, presumably because they think 
they are doing a fine thing in standing up for prop- 
erty. This, however, is no more than a suggestion. 
In fact, my copyright table was little more than that. 
I offered it as interesting and suggestive rather than 
eonvincing. Facts are the most misleading things in 
the world unless all the facts are known in all their 
relations. 

I admire Mr. Trinkaus’s article as much ag Mr. 
Donisthorpe does, but I do not see how his champion- 
ship of the dynamical view strengthens the argument 
for copyright. Mr. Trinkaus, like myself, is opposed 
to copyright. Regarding the supposed hiatus in his 
article, I would say that, to the best of my knowledge 
and belief, the article was printed in the form in which 
it reached this office, without omission or material 
alteration. 

I certainly hope that Mr. Donisthorpe will favor 
Liberty with a more extended presentation of his 
views on patents and copyrigits. in fact, he has a 
standing invitation to occupy all the space he wants 
in this paper in di.cussion of any subject that he may 
choose. T. 

On Wednesday, January 28, Z shall publish a volume 
of essays on social ;.ct!ems by Count Tolstoi under 
the general title of “Church and State.” The first 
essay in the :ciume is so severely denunciatory of the 
powers that be, that, though written several years ago, 
it has been held in manuscript by the author until 
now. The present translation is made directly from 
this manuscript by permission of Tolstoi himself, and 
its appearance in the United States will be the first 
publication of the work anywhere. It is a slashing 


assault upon both Church and State from the stand- 


point of Christ’s teachings. The second essay. 
“Money,” is written to refute the financial theories of 
the economists and to show that money is a tool used 
by tyrants for the enslavement of laborers. While 
the author signally fails to prove that money is of 
necessity such a tool, he shows that it is such now, and 
that the governments which monopolize its issue are 
embodiments of the chief superstition: that hinders the 
progress of humanity. The remaining essays are suf- 
ficiently explained by their titles, — “Man and Wo- 
man: Their Respective Functions,” “The Mother,” 
and “A Second Supplement to the Kreutzer Sonata.” 
The book as a whole, like nearly everything that 





Tolstoi writen, © a strange and interesting mixture of 
sense and nonsense, 





A press dispatch from Topeka, Kansas, announces 
that Moses Harman, editor of “Lucifer,” has been 
tried on the churge of sending obscene literature (the 
O'Neill letter) through the mails, found guilty, and 
ventenced to one year’s imprisonment in the Peniten- 
tary. His other case is still pending. 


= Just Published. _ 


“A novel that has no equivalent in the litera- 
ture of this century.” — Charles Monselet. 


MY UNCLE BENJAMIN. 


A Humorous, Satirical, and Philosophical 


Novel. 
By CLAUDE TILLIER. 


Translated from the French by Benjamin R. Tucker. 

With a Sketvh of the Author’s Life and Works by Ludwig Pfau. 

This nov2l, though it has enjoyed the honor of three translations 
into German, has never betore been translated into English. It ia 
one of the most delightfully witty works ever written. Almost 
every sentence excites a laugh. It is thoroughly reulistic, bat not 
at al repulsive. Its suirical treatment of humanity’s foibles and 
its jovial but profound philosphy have won its author the title of 
“the modern Rabelais.” My Unele Benjamin riddles with the 
shatts of his good-natured ridicule the shams of theology, law, me- 
dicine, commerce, war, marriage, and society generaiy. 


312 Pages. 
Price: In Cloth, 81.00; in Paper, 50 Cents. 


Sent, postpaid, on receipt of price, by the publisher, 


Benjamin R. Tucker, P. 0. Box 3366, - - - - Basion, Mass. 


SYSTEM OF ECONOMICAL CONTRADICTIONS: 


Or, The Philosophy of Misery. 
By P. J. PROUDHON. 
TRANSLATED FROM THE FRENCH BY BENJ. R. TUCKER. 


This work, one of the most celebrated written by Proudhon, con- 
stitutes the fourth volume of his Complete Works, and is pubiished 
in a style uniform with that of “ What is Property?” It discusses, 
in a style as novel as profound, te problems of Value, Division of 
Labor, Maehhuery, Competition, Monopoly, Taxation, and Provi- 
dence, showing that economic progress is achieved by the appear- 
ance of a succession of ecornmic forces, each of which counteracts 
the evils developed by its predecessor, and then, by developing evils 
of its own, necessitates its successor, the process to continue until a 
tinal force, corrective of the whole, shall establish a stable economic 
equilibrium. 469 pages octavo, in the highest style of the `. po- 
graphie art. 


Price, cloth, $3 50; fu?) calf, blue, gilt edges, $6.5t'. 
Address: BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mas. 





English Organ of Anarchism. 
THE 


HERALD OF ANARCHY. 


Seeks to destroy the authority and prestige of National Govern- 
ment as well as to combat all other forms of tyranny: advocates 
free access to the land, the abolition of national monetary laws and 
restrictions on credit, free contract, and free love. 


Address, A. Tarn, 27 St. John’s Hill Grove, New Wauas vorth, 


London, S. W., England, Pr.ce, post-free, 3 cents; annua: sub- 
scriptiun, 36 cents, 


INVOLUNTARY IDLENESS. 


By HUGO BILGRAM, 


An exposition of the causes of the discrepancy existing be’. vec 
the supply of and the demand for labor and its products, 119 
pages. 





Price, in Cloth, Orne Dotar. 
Address: BENJ. R. TUCKER. Box 3366, Boston, Masa. 


'DEO-KLEPTOMANIA: 


THE CASE OF HENRY GEORGE. 
By J. W. Sullivan. 


The Autaur offers evidence to show — 


That Henry George took his doctrines bodily from the works of 
Patrick Edward Dove. ~ 
That academic authority has pronounced Henry George's arga- 

ments against Malthus ‘simply those of Wiliam Godwin aa 
Herbert Spencer, without a new thought added: 
That in his attack on the wages-faund theory Henry George but re- 
employed ideas alresdy well-used in:econoniic damas, with: 
out giving credit to the thinkers with whom they originated, 
That Henry George entertains the peculiar belier thata writer may 


pat -ideas into -print as his own; no matter how he comes by 
em. 





‘ae 


Wih Henry George’s Denial ay Plagiarism. 
Compete) o 
One Hundred Pages, - 15 Cents: 


Address; BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 9900, Boston, Mass, 
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LIBERTY’S LIBRARY. 


For any of the folowing Works, address, 
BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Masa. 


WEAT IS FROPERTY?P Oran Inquiry into the 
Principle. Right and of Government. Ly P.J. Proudhon. Pre- 
faved by a Sketch of Proudhor’s Life and Works, and containing 
asa Frontispicce a tiie steel engraving of the Anthor, ‘Tracataicd 
fron the French by Benj. Re Tucker. A systematic, thorough, 
watt Velionl disenssion of the institution of property, — its basis, 
its history, ite present status, and its destiny, — together with a 
detailed and sturthoy ecposd of the crimes which it commits, and 





the evils which it cngendera, 500 pages octavo. Price, cloth, 
£3.50; full calt, blue. gilt edges, $6.50. 





“One of the most elo- 
Paine's ‘Age of Reseon' 


GOD AND THE STATE. 
quent pleas for liberty ever written, 
and * Rights of Man’ consolidated and improved. It stir, the 
mlse like a trumpet cail“ py Michael Basounine, Founder of 
Nihilisin and Apostle of Ancrchy. Translated from the Freouck 
by Benj. R, Tueke. i Prieo, 15 cents. 

CO-OPERATIVE HOMES. An essay showing 
how the kitchen ma be abolished and the independence of 


woman secured by severing the State from the Home, thereby in- 
trolucing the voluntary principle into the Family and ail its rela- 





tionships. By C. TR. Fowler. Containing a portrait of Louise 
Michel. Price, 6 cents; two copies, 10 cents, 


CO-OPERATION: ITS LAWS AND PRIN- 
viples, An essay showing Liberty and Equity as the only condi- 
tion: of true cooperation, and exposing the violations of thes* 
conditions by “ent, Literest, Protit, and Majority Rule. By C.T. 
Fowler, Conudying a portrait of Herbert Spencer. Price, 6 
vents: tto copies, 20 cents, 


THE RADICAL Rae VIEW: Vol. 
bound in cloth, and containing over sixty Fssnys 
tons, aml Reviews, by the most prominent sadical writers, on 
industrial, Hhaneial, social, literary, seientitic, philosophical, ethi- 
val and religious subjects. 828 pages œ tayo, Proce, $5.00. Single 
numbers, SP, 


THE WIND AND TYE WHIRLWIND. A 
poem worthy Gio place in every man’s library, and_especiall 
interesting toalt viethas of Brith tyranny and misrule, A red- 
line edition, printed beautifuliy, m large type, on tine paper, 
ano bound in parchment covers, Elegint and cheap. 32 pages. 
Price, 25 cents. 


LAND TENURE. An essay showing the govern- 
thentil basis of land monopoly, the futility of governmental 
remedies, and a natieral and peaceful way of starving out the 
lancHords. By C. "4. Fowler. Containing a portrait of Robert 
Owen. Price 6e nts; two copies, 10 cents, 


THE FALLACIES IN “PROGRESS AND 
Poverty.” A ‘old attack on the position of Henry George. 
Written for the scopie, and #3 revolutionary in sentiment, and 
even more radiens than ‘Progress and Poverty” itself. By 
William Hanson. 292 pages, cloth. Price, $1.00. 


THE REORGANIZATION OF BUSINESS. 
An exsay show! how the principles of coöperation may be renl- 
ized in the Store, the Bain, and the Factory. By C. T. Fowler. 
Containing a portrait of Malph Waldo Emerson. Price, 6 cents; 
two copies, 10 cents. 


WHAT IS FREEDOM, AND WHEN AM 
I Freel! Being an attempt to put Liberty on a rational basis, and 
wrest its keeping from irrespcousible pretenders in Chureh and 
“tate. By Henry Appleton, 27 pages. Price, 15 cents; two 
caupies, 25 cents, 


AN ANARCHIST ON ANARCHY. Ar elo- 
quent exposition of the beliefs of Anarchists by a man as eminent 
in avience as in reform, By Elisée Reclas. Followed by a sketch 
of the criminal record of the author by E. Vaughan. Price, 10 
cents, 


I, handsomely 
Poems, Transla- 












CORPORATIONS. An essay showing how the mo- 


nopoly of railroads, telegraphs, ete., may he abolished without 
the intervention of the State. By C., T. Fowler. Containing a 
portrait of Wendell Phillips. Price, 6 cents; iwo copies, 10 cents. 


SO THE RAILWAY KINGS ITCH FOR AN 
Empire, Do they? By a Red-Hot Striker,” of Seranton, Pa. 
A Reply to an article by William M. Grosvenor in the /naterna- 
tional Review. Price, 10 cents ; per hundred, $4.00. 


FROHIBITION. An essay on the relation of gov- 
ernment to temperance, showing that prohibition cannot pro- 
hibit, and would bo unnecessary if it could. By C. T. Fowler, 
Price. 6 cents; two copies, 10 cunts. 


INTERNATIONAL ADDRESS: An elaborate, 
comprehensive, aid very entertaining Exposition of the principles 
of the Working-People’s International Association. By Wiliam 
B. Greene. Price, 15 cents. 


VOLUNTARY TAXATION. An essay sohwing 
hat the puolie revenues should be considered as insurance pre- 
mimus, not to be exacted by compulsion. By J. Greevz Fisher. 
31 pages. Price, 3 cents. 


MUTUAL BANKING: Showing the Radical 
Detiviency of the existing Circulating Medium, und how interest 
on Money can be Abolished. By William B. Greene. Price, 25 
cents, 


TAXATION OR FREE TRADE? A Criticism 
upon Henry George's “ Protection or Free Trace.” By Jobn F. 
Kelly. 16 pares. Price, 5 cents; v copies, 25 cents; 100 copies, $3. 


A FEMALE NIHILIST.. A thrilling sketch of the 


character and adventures of « typical: Nihilistic heroine.” By 
Stepniak, author of + Underground Russia.’ Price, 10 cents. 








A POLITICIAN IN SIGHT OF HAVEN: 


Being a Protest Against the Government of Man by Man.” By 


Auberon Herbert, Price, 10 cents. - 


THE STATE: ITS ORIGIN, ITS NATURE, 


and Its Abolition. By Albert Tarn, an- English Anarchist: -19 
pages. Price, 5 cents. 4 $ iie, — 





istic, and Financial Fragments. ByN 








Causes of the Conflict’ 


By D: H. Hendershott, 


A $2-page pamphlet showing that all the we Ith in the world con- 
sists Of nuconsumed wages earned by somevody, but thac most of it 
is withheld from. the earners through ‘Interest, Rent, Profi 


Taxes. 5 a 
Bg oF Frice, 25 Cent 


“Address: BENJ.-R, TUCKER. Box 3966, Boston, Mass, 


BETWEEN CAPITAL AND LABOR. 
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SOCIALISTIC, COMMUNISTIC, MUTUAL- 


Bolreenes Price; $1.25, 

















WHAT'S TO BE DONE? 
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TOLSTOI’S NEW NOVEL, 


THE KREUTZER SONATA. 


Suppressed by the 





zar. 


Translated by BexgAM'y R. FUCKER | 


This novel ia the boldes? work yet wotten by the famous Russian j 
aathor, Dealing with the questione of lov and marriage, it urges { 
wanorality that is mare than puriftwical in its severi y, while hand- 
ling the delicate subject with nu the frankness of the realistic 
school. In St. Petersusrgy and Moscow manuscript copies pass 
from hand to hand and are read aloud in literary ciretes. 

This book, so far as the central lesson to be drawn from it is con- 
cerned, is of a reactionary character, and should net be regarded as 
a part of Liberty’s propaganda. Yet itis a work of ii terest, almost 
a masterpiece of art, a romance not without sociological importance, 
No lover of independent thought can fail to admire its rare uneon- 
ventionnlity, the fearless way in which the author addresses polite 
circles upon a subject which they generally taboo, 


Price, in cloth, $1.00; in paper, 50 cents. 


Adaress: PENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mass. 


Love, Marriage, ana Divorce, 


AND 
THE SOVEREIGNTY OF THE INDIVIDUAL. 


A DISCUSSION BETWEEN 


HENSY JAMES, HORACE GREELEY, and 
STEPHEN PEARL ANDREWS. 


INCLUDING THE FINAL REPLIES OF MR. ANDREWS, XE- 
JECTED BY THE NEW YORK TRIBUNE, AND A SUBSE- 
QUENT DISCUSSION, OCCURRING TWENTY YARS LA- 
TER, BETWEEN MR. JAMES AND MR. ANDREWS. 


Price, 35 cents. 


Address: BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, BOSTON, M488, 





Free Politicai institutions: 


Their Nature, Essence, and 
Maintenance. 


An Abridgment and Rearrangsment of 


LYSANDER SPOGNER’S “TRIAL BY JURY.” 
EDITLP BY VICTOR YARROS. 


CHAPTERS: 


I. Legitimare uovernment and Majority Rule. IM., Trmal! by 
Jury as a Palagi im of Liberty. HI Trial by Jury as Detined by 
Magna Carta 1V. Objections Answered. V. The Criuyinal In- 
tent. VI. Foral Considerations for Jurors. VII. Free Ad- 
ministration of Justice. VII. Juries of the Present Day Illegal. 





PRICE, 26 CENTS, 
BENJAMIN R. TUCKER, Rox 3366, Boston, Mass. 


n ‘Treas : 








THE IRUN LAW OF WAGES. 
Ry HUGO BILGRAM. 


This pamphlet demonstrates that wages could not be kept down 
to the cost of the laborer’s subsistence were it not for the monopoly 
by a privileged css of the right to represent wealth by muney. 
Price, 5 cents. 


Addres?: BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Masa, 





The Story of an African Farm. 


1 NOVEL. 
By RALPH IRON (Olive Schreiner). 


A romance, not of adventure, but of the intellectual life und 
prowih of young English and German people living among the 
Boers and Kaftirs; picturing the mental struggles through which 
they passed in their evolution from orthodoxy to rationalism; end 
represeni:ng advanced ideas on religious and social questions. A 
work of retaarlavle power, beauty, and originality. 375 pages. 


Price, in Cloth, 60 Cents. 
BENJ. RK. TUCKER, Box 3.46, Boston, Mass. 





Address: 





REDUCTION IN PRICE! 


A NIHILISTIC ROMANCE. 


Written in Prison. 


Suppressed by the Czar. 
BY 


N.G. TCHERNYCHEWSKY. 


With a Portrait of the Author. 
TRANSLATED BY BENJ. R. TUCKER.. 
In Cicth, $1.00. In Paper, 55 Cents. 


| Address the Publisher, | 


BENJ. R. TUCKER, Box 3366, Bostox., Maas. 
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ANARCHISM: 


STs AIMS ANS METHODS. 


By Vietor Yarros. 


An address delivered at the frst publie meeting ot the Boston An- 
archirts’ Club, and adopted by that organization ns its authorized 
exposition of #8 principles, Withan appendix givive the Constitu 
tion of tte Anarchists’ Cinb and exjpranatorv aotes regarding it. 





| 30 pages, 


5 Cenis; 6 Conies, 25 Cents; 25 Copies, $1; 100 Copias, $3. 


Address: BENJ. R. TUCKER, 
Box 3366, Boston, Mass. 


SEEE E E i G 


THE SCIENCE OF SOCIETY. 


Stephen Pearl Andrews. 


This work, long out of print, is now republished to meet a de- 
mand which for a few years nast has been renidly growing. First 
published about forty years azo, and yet in its teachings sti}! far in 
advance of the times, it comes to the present generation practically 
as a new book. Josiah Warren, whose social philosepuy it was 
written to expound, was in tue havit of referring to it as the most 
lucid and complete picseutnition ot his ideas that ever had been 
written or ever could be written. It will undoubtediv take rank in 
the future among the fanious books of the nineteenth century, 

It consists of two parts, as follows: 

Parr J.—The True Constitution of Governm mnt in the Sove- 
reignty of the Individual as the Final Development of Protestant- 
ism, Democracy, and Socialisni. 

Parr 11.-—Cost the Limit of Priee: A Scientific Measure of 
Honesty in Trade, as one of the Fundamental Principles in the So 
lution of the Social Problem. 


Price, in Cloth, One Dollar. 
Address the Publisher: 
SARAH E. HOLMES, Box 3366, Boston, Mass 








“Better than I,” wrote Victer Hugo to 
Felix Pyat, “you have preved the royalty 
of ywenius and the divinity of love.’ 








A Rival of “Les Miserables.” 


THE RAG-PICKER OF PARIS. 


By Felix Pyat. 
Translated from the French by BENJAMIN R. Tucker. 


A novel unequalled in its combination of dramatice power, pic- 
turesjjue intensity, crisp dialogue, panoramic effect, radical tend- 
ency, and bold handling of social questions. Originally written as 
a play, this masterpiece achieved 


THE GheATEST SUCCESS KNOWN TO THE FRFMSH STAGE. 


Recently, and just before his death, the author elaborated his 
play into a novel, in which form it presents a complete panorana 
of the Paris of the present century. 


W's GREAT oRITICS THINK OF IT. 


ice “eine — ‘The passion of Shakspere and the reason of 
Moliére.”’ 

Alerandre Dumas (to the author)— ‘You have killed Frédérie 
Lemaitre for us. After his Father Jean in “The Rag-Dicker ot 
Paris,” he can create n. other role.” i 

Victoria, Queen of England (to Actor Lemaitre, after seeing him 
play in the piece) —- “Is there, then, such misery in the Faubour; 
ob Antoine?” Frédéric Lemaitre (in reply) — “It is the Irelan 
of Paris.” 

Vhéonhile Gautier — ‘The work of a Titan.” 

Louis Rinne —* At last we have the socialistic drama.” 

i Michelet. -* My compliments on this immensely sympathetic 
UAI, 

>. thon— *The work ot a master.” 

hedp Railin — + The wreatest play of the epoch.” 

Jul. 3 demaites — “ More rhythmicai than Victor Hugo.” 


50 Cents. 





pice in loth, $13; in Paper, 

325 Large Pages. 

The Cith Edition Contains a Fine Portrait of the 
Author. 


Address : BENJ. R, TUCKER, Box 3366, Boston, Mass 








HEROES OF THE REVOLUTION OF ’71, 
A Souvenir Picture of the Paris Commune; 


Presenting PIF uy-ONE POR'RAITS of the men whose names are 
mc at promineniiy connected with that great uprising of the people, 
and adored with mottoes from Danton, Blanqui, Pyat, Proudhon, 
J. Wri. Lloyd, Tridon, and Au:rust Spies, 

Of all the Commune Souvenirs that have ever been isstcc this 

icture stands easily first. It is executed by the phototype ‘provess 
from a very rare collection of photographs, wersures 15 inches by 
24, and is printed on heavy paper for fow dwg. 


Over Fifty Portraits for Tweaty-Five Cents. 


Blanc, Flourens, Riguilt, Pyat, Reelus, 
Deleteluze, Chiseret, Ferré, ? 38e, Rothe‘fort, 
Maret, Maratea, Assi, Vailea, Courbet, 
Mégy, Dacosta, Moilia, Ta Cé lia, Humuert, 
Vermesch, Grousset, Gambon, Trinquet, Lisbonne, 
Crémieux,  Veésinier, Lissaguray, Lefrangais, - Arrow, 
Pindy- Alix, Ferrat, Fontaine, — Deseam a, 
Humbert, Urbain, Dereure, Amouroux, “Miiére,’ 
Cavalier, Miot, Pothier, Vermorel, Johannard, 
Parent, Razoua, Verdure; Champy, Piorh, 
Chalain, 


Mailed securely, ine roll, or receipt af 25 vente, 
Address: BENJ. R, TUCKER, Box 2366, BOSTON, MASS : 































